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" Introduction

€

The social axcﬁange modelicf marriage views marital distréss:
as resulting from the couple's reliaécevgp negative reinforcement
strategies to change each others behavicrsg which piaducés

isz;satisiying Qu;ccm?s f@:\thé couple. ﬁandistressed:couplesi
on the other hand, iearn to ﬁsé‘pﬁsitive reinfaréemént and migim?ze
negativé interactian cycles (Stuart,!1969;‘Libarman,’1975);: "

Recent studies of marital iﬂferaétion (éfg.{ G@ttign; Notarius,
Markman, Bank, Yoppi & Ruban, 1976;w31rchie:, Weiss & Vincent,?
1975) have used a social exéhangenframew@rk to identﬂfy variables o

which have reliably disgrimin§£eéibetwee§ distréssed;andlﬁaﬁs‘f
disfre'sed groups ;f married céuples_‘ These étudies igund‘that
distressed couples rate their communication duringiprgblem‘salvi;g

. tasks/as being more negativé an@ lESEIEQéhﬁiqe than:d@'nandistreséeds
couples, and objective observers code the inggractign of disﬁressed;
%puples as being ﬁ@re negative(agérless ﬁbsi;ive Ehgn that-cf n®n=h'

distyessed couples. These findings were interpreted as supp@rf%ng

| ! RETRRERER R TR
a;secial exchange model of marriage (Vincent, Weiss & Birchler,
1974). Furfhermare,'the sacial exchange ‘'model has been used as

the basis for marital therapyapr@gramsfggsigned to improve the

problem solving strategies Qf'distfésééd.cd?p;és‘(Gurmah & Kniskern, 1
" -in press). -y A - . : .
P s, i .

However, since the distressed couples in,thése cross-sectional

E A #
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-atudiee hed experieneed marital diet;eee fer an undetermined

,nmeunt of time the experimental effeete may heve :efleeted the

%

e medel ‘of

=eonsequencee rnther than the antecedents ef m ritel distress.
This interpretatien ehellengee the eoeial exegieg

marriage which predicts thet the ceuple e intereetian is the keyr

faeter in determining current. or future merital eatieiaetien as

[ 4
eppesed to non- intereetien feeters such as the=type or inteneity

of problems with which the couple is feeed The validity ei the -

social exchange model rests on documentetien thet charecteristies
d =

of the couple's interaction meinteine eni/er causes marital -

distress. Since cross-sectional designs preelude the description
andunderstanding of develepmentei evente a- lengitudinai deeign .

is needed to assess the rale ef intereetien verieblee in the )

-

develepment and maintenance ?Z meritar dietrees

.The major eimuefmthe pre ent inveetigation was to use ax ;‘:

L T

1engitudinel deeign te test the predietive pewer ef integgctien

v T
variables ieund to have discriminatory pewer in eress-eeetienel -*f

studies of marital intereetien! A Secondary aim was to use a ..

x\hign risk metnedclegy, eimilar to that used in schizophrenia’

ri u!' : N L

resea?eh (Mednick & HeNeel - 1968) to provide an empirieel'basis L
for it

entifying eeuplee it risk for develﬁﬁgng distressed reletienﬁ¥

ships. It was predicted, besed on the eeeiel exchange medel " 

il

o

‘that the ability to problem solve effect‘;ely (i e., in a wey
which maximizes joint Dutccmee) early in the cnuple e;reletieheh;p
should be predictive of future reletienshig satiefaetienﬁg‘
Cauples were studied at three steges ef éheir reletienship
f L] ‘ - I - ‘ ‘f"
1 - . ; A B . N v
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(pinnning mifringeé;l year later, 24 years later). The major

”*predintnr variables reflected interaction and non-interaction - |,

= s
\\

dimensinns of the ﬁnuples' relationship. The interactidn measures
\ . £

réflgnted the couples' ratings of the perceived positivity of
their prnblem sniving’interaction.! The non-interaction measures

reflected intensity oi the cnuples premarital problems-and the

&

nouples relatinnsnip satisfactinn The majér nutnnme'variablas ‘
were the cnuples relatinnship satisfactinn at the two fﬂllQW=up
points (timeszranc!!;i)i 7
“'Method . | .
“Twenty- six couples from a midwesterﬁ university community

anb,were planning marriagé vnluntee;ed to participate in a study
. of premarital relatinnships ' . Eiglggn,

a Feur Df the 26 cnuples did not complete the initial 1abnrntory
interactinn stage of the study and were eliminated from that part

ADf the ‘§ta analysis However, these 4 cnuples did partlcipate in
4

=the follnﬁ—up stages of ,the study: . o "i : s

,\L! ,,!
In order - tn‘Eﬁ»include in the data ﬁnalysis the cnuples had ffi
xﬂ
[

-]
h A =

.tn have ma ntainéd t%finlrelatlnnshipan cnmpletéd the autcdme

’ measures at

one or both %Dllnw=np points. Siigeen Enuples met

these criterinn at both timgs two and thred. Tne couples who dis-
L ¢ z\ o
Snlveq thgir re!htinnship prinr to the fnlinw—up point were exclunéﬂ

¥

frnm,tpe data analysis for that fnlléﬁﬁup pnipt because the focus
Qf this %%ndy was on predicting deﬁgne of" satisfngtinn of intnct

couj es rather Ehén on predié%ing re atinnship %ﬁabiligyi The data

[ ” ?';,,f - R i
gnspreﬂictnrg and mn%els nf relatinnSQif-staBiliny ﬂ&il be presented
e B -“ . . P ‘“',' ) A

.ifﬁj S e

i
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in another paper. !

The procedures in the present study were similar éoizhpgef
usgd by Gottman et al. (1978) so that the ércssesgc;icnal and
langitudinal data could be directly compared to previaus'erQSSa
seqﬁiénal findings. During the initial stage civthe study (fim& 1)
all cguplas’camplqyed an assessment battery which incl@}ed measures
of problem inténsity and relationship sabisfactiag (a revised
vefgicn of the Locke-Wallace Marital Relaticnship Inventory (Locke
&$Walia§é. 1959)). .Iheﬁhlzghaf the 26 gguples\ﬁeré aydiotaped
:Iscussingaiiye prahﬂéﬁ solving tasks including a d?Fcussicn of

”é;cf thEi#if ! ribr@blemkéreasg As they inteyactdd the couples
'l T . f » ;

:

/ uﬂed3;¥¥faik table" to rate the intended impact (intent)'and
vy, P b —_—n —

aaﬁgai'impact (imgggtj of sheir étatements on a 5 point scale LI

raﬁérngjngm super negative (1) to super positive (5). The primary
-

pre ic{6? variables were derived from the talk table ratings.

The impact ritiﬂks are a direct. measure of the perceived positivity

i

of the interaction from the listener's perépective; the intent

:ﬁtings a measure of intented positivity from the speaker's
N
B perspective.

The couples were followed up at 1 year (time 2) and 2% years
; (time 3) intervals. Their relationship status (married, planning
! . ) i

ma 'iggeﬁ broken up) and relationship satisfacticn was assessed

nd they were asked to participate in another laboratory inter-
! action session. Relatiqnship status data were obtained from all 26
] - .

couples at each follow-up point. Of the couples still together

ut time 2 (N = 23) and time 3 (N = 21) 16 couples at each follow-up
. . , _ ’

-
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pﬁin: provided data on re;;tianship satisfaction.
f‘ To assess the predictive po&ér of the intent and impaét
ratings the five intent adéd impact categories were considered as
a 5—pciné Likert scale :anging from 1 (super-negative) to 5 (super-
pcsitiye).‘ For the purposes of this analysis, the intent ané
" impact ratings were combihed across the f#ive tasks. ' Mean Locle-

the outcome variable since the focus

? Wallace scores were used a
" was on the couple rgther than individuals and to be consistent
-with other studies in the area.
The results showed that there was virtually no association
‘éetween male and female %mpact ratings at time 1, and relationship
satisfaction at time 2. However, there was a highly significant
correlation between impact ratings at time 1 and relationship
satisfaction at time SQ(malés r = .8l, p < .01; females r = .60,
p < .0l). The more pasgtivE the couple's exchanges at time 1, the
more s;tisfied the couple was with their relationship at time 3.
A répl%caticn of this pattern‘was obtained when the male and female

impact ratings at time 2 were correlated with relationship satis-

faction at time (N 6). The results indicated that both male

3
and female ‘time 2 impact ratings were positjively associated with

time 3 relationship satisfaction (male r .554, p < .0§;
female r = _560, p < .05).

Surprisingly, time 1 intent rating§ wére also prgdictive of
time 3 relationship satisfac?icn_ The more positive the time 1

intent the more satisfied the couples were at time 3. This finding .




; %
wabB unexpected because intentirntings had no discriminative power
in the Gottman et al. (1976) studies. Thus, the sccigi exchange
predictions were»supparted at time‘S;-h;; not at time éz |
Another way of viewing this data is by using an ANOVA design,
congidering the impact ratings as the dependent variables and
whether or not the couple was satisfied as the independent variable.
Cgﬁples were divided into high or low satisfaction groups. There
were no differencé% between the satisfied and d{gsatisfied groups
at times 1 and 2. vgmwever there were Signifiight differences
between the groups at time 3 (see Table l) ‘Furthermgre the impact
over time (see Figure 1). j
A cross-lagged panel correlation analysis (Kenny, 1§75) was
used én the subset of couples who provided interaction data at both
time 1 and time 3 (N = 6) to tentatively explore the pcssibié
causal patterns in this data (see Figure 2). For the males, the
cross-lags indicated a large significant difference (Z = 3.82)
suggesting that perceived p@éitivityiof communication at time 1
may be causally related to relationship satisfaction at time '3
(see Table 2). The female fésulté were inc@nclusive. This data

‘must be interpreted with caution given thevsmall, unrepresentative

sample of couples upon which it was bas;d!

e

pawer of the non-interaction variables (problem intensity and
relationship satisfaction). The results indicated that bath high

e

problem intensity and low relationship satisfacti t time 1 were
»

. ¥
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1gly nsagcinted with low relnticnsbip at time 2 and weakly

=

‘associated with relationship Eitiafactian at time 3.

In order to determine how the correlational results presented
above could be used to identify couples at risk for developing
relationship distress, a step-wise regression precedure‘was used
such that the majgf predictor variables were regressed on the
reiaticnship satisfaction outcome variables at both times 2 and 3.

The results genaqally indicated that non-interaction vari--
ables (Problem Intemsity and Reiatianship Satisfaction) were the
best predictarsiaf time 2 relatiensﬁip satisfactions (R? = 66%)
whereas interaction variables (1atént and impact ratings) wete
the best predictors of time 3 relationship sati%facgi@n (R = 87%) .
‘These resuitg demonstrated that there were early signs of impend-
ing relationship distress but that these risk factors differed:

y as a function of lag between time 1 and follow-up.

E
Canﬂlgﬁign%

The longitudinal design of the present investigation provides
direct information about thejdevelapment of marital distress whichfj
was unavailable from previous cr@ssssectiongl studies. The résu1t§
indicate that differences in impact ratings precede the developy
ment of marital distress and theréf@re pioviée evidence that the
differences in éositive exchange found in the cross-sectional
Skuéies are noﬁgperely a reaction to marital problems. The results
of tﬁe ;rassslagéed panel correlation provide some support for

the conclusion that the ‘deficiencies in positive exchanges are

1y




- ' '
However the failure to confirm social exchange predictions at

time 2 and the importance of non-interattion variables suggests
that -other factors,in addition to social exchange variables,
necguﬂt‘fcr considerable variance in the development of relation-

Y N
ship distress.

Nevertheless, it is reasonable to speculate about possible

explanations of the results within the social exchange framework.

- "

Couples who become distressed may not have developed a stable,
Sntisfying system ﬂf'exéhangé! These couples may not: (a) be

due E? réétricted repertoires, and (b) haée develgpéd the exchange
skills necessary to adapt to differences in the reward value éf
behavior and activities. Therefore, these couples may gradually
decrease the frequency of their interaction and start to seek
rewards elsewhere. For example, Welss, Hops and Patterspn (1973)
found that .distressed fmupiég spend less time interacting than non-
dzstréssed couples and therefore have less opportunity to reward
"each other. It is as if all couples start with a sizable "relatlon-
ship bank account"” (Gattmanbet al., 1976) and that couples who
ibeccmé distressed start withdrawin% from the '"account” before
marriage and continue to do so afterwards. In contrast, couples
who do ngt become distressed continually make deposiés to their
"account' through mutually rewarding interaction. The lack of
predictive power of impact ratings at time 2 suggesf that the with-
drawals do not ééazh a cri£1c31 point for a relatively‘lang time.

The results of the regression analyses proviaé evidence that

F
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- the development of marital distress can be predicted with reason-
able confidence so that clinical decisjons can be made concerning
inclusion into a prevention program. The regreossion rasélé:
presented above shﬁuld be applied to othor samples of couples
planning to marry for a replication of the current findings and

to tentatively }dﬁntlfy couples who are at risk for developing
marital problems. These couples could be-tagged and followed in

a high riek study. Furthermore, a subset of the tagged .couples
could participate in a prevention program aimed at improving

their chances of having a satisfying relationship. ngevar,jthe
ragulés also indicate that the hlgh‘risk variables differ as a
function of lnngih of follow-up pvfiudi !are research needs to be
conducted to crnﬁﬁ—vulidadgthc pfcscnt rinaLngs and to empirically
eastablish predictive sichemes for longer f%l]nw-up periods. Thenan
studlies are in progress.  Furthermore, it would be profitable for
future investigators to directly investMgate the evolution of *
marital problems in couples at risk for marital distress, using
frequent follow-up contacts to assess rate of reward, frequency

of interaction and the search for alternative sources of reward.

£
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